
















Tro	 . Lyons 
Associate Administrator 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF

CONGRESSIONAL AND

INTERGOVERNMENTAL


RELATIONS 

The Honorable Bill Shuster 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Shuster: 

Enclosed please find the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's responses to the 
Subcommittee's questions for the record following the November 2, 2017, hearing "Emergency 
Response and Recovery: Central Takeaways from the Unprecedented 2017 Hurricane Season." 

I hope this information is helpful to you and the members of the Subcommittee. If you have 
further questions, please contact me or your staff may contact Carolyn Levine in my office at 
1evine.caro1ynepa.gov or (202) 564-1859.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Responses to Questions for the Record


Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment. 


Hearing on

"Emergency Response and Recovery: Central Takeaways from the


Unprecednted 2017 HUrricane Season" 

November 2, 2017 

Submitted on behalf of Representative Blake Farenthold (TX-27) 

1. can you tell me how much from the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) budget 
is going to help the U.S. Geological Survey 3D Elevation Program (USGC 3DEP)? 

a. If none, could the EPA's mission as connected to emergency response and 
recovery be aided by enhanced elevation data from 3DEP? 

Response: The EPA is not involved in this project, nor do we fund it. Elevation data is not 
needed for EPA's current emergency response to Hurricanes Irma and Maria in the Caribbean. 
In the future, enhanced elevation data would certainly assist in planning both response and 
recovery efforts and evaluating location and resiliency 1 of critical infrastructure. The EPA works 
with FEMA on using their models to determine the areas of the U.S. Caribbean where 
coastal/inland storm sUrge and flooding from a rain event may occur. The EPA uses that model 
as part of its facility assessment plan. 

Submitted on behalf of Ranking Member Peter peFazio (OR-04) 

1. What activities did EPA undertake at the Superfuñd sites on Puerto Rico and the U.S. 
Virgin Islands prior to the arrival of Hurricane Irma and Maria? 

Response: EPA Region 2 did field assessments of all Superfund and oil sites in Puerto 
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands prior to Irma and had just finished re-assessing all 
Superfund sites and all but two of the oil sites again when Hurricane Maria arrived. 

The two sites not yet assessed when Maria hit were the Guayanilla Bay oil site in Puerto 
Rico and the Cruz Bay Oil Tank site in St. John, U.S. Virgin Islands. For the.Guayanilla Bay 
oil site in Puerto Rico, which has a sub-surface oil plume that has discharged oil through 
a storm sewer line in the past, an in-person inspection that had been planned for



September 18, 2017, was postponed due to preparations for Hurricane Maria. For the 
Cruz Bay Oil Tank site in St. John, U.S Virgin Islands, the EPA had assessed via 
overflights, but had not yet gained access before Maria hit. The site involves an oil 
storage tank where the oil has been removed with the exception of oil sludge in the 
bottom of the tank. The tank was damaged during Irma but overflights of the area did 
not show any oil spills from the site. EPA worked with FEMA and the U.S. Navy to gain 
access to the site and pump the tank to provide more capacity for future rainfall. The 
remaining oil in the tank bottom will be removed and the tank dismantled once access 
to St. John has improved.	 - 

a. For example, we are aware that EPA took active steps to secure Superfund 
sites in New Jersey and New York prior to the arrival of Hurricane Sandy in 
2012. Did EPA take any active steps to secure Superfund sites in a similar 
manner in advance of Hurricanes Irma and Maria?	- 

( 
Response: EPA conducted pre-assessments of the 34 Superfund and oil sites (30 in PR 
and 4 in USVI) prior to Hurricane Irma and had nearly completed post-Irma assessments 
when Hurricane Maria hit. The assessments prior to Irma included site visits and 
discussions with responsible parties to ensure that all that could be done to secure the 
sites was done. In general, "active steps" were not necessary to secure Superfund sites 
prior to the hurricanes because most of the Superfund sites are groundwater 
contamination sites, with minimal surface structures that would pose a contamination 
risk. Given the number of Supérfund sites in the path of the hurricanes, the site 
remedies proved resilient as,the hurricanes caused relatively limited damage at these 
sites. The Administration requested $3.5 million for Superfund in its November 17, 
2017, supplemental funding request to address damage to tanks, monitoring wells, 
aeration towers, and caps at certain sites in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 

b. Is EPAmonitoring and sampling in and around those Superfund sites toensure 
that there are no off-site impacts caused by storms? 

Response: EPA has completed all on-site assessments of Superfund and oil sites in 
Puerto Rico and the U.S Virgin Islands. While some damage was found as mentioned in 
response to the previous question, no sites showed evidence of off-site releases of 
chemicals.	 - 

It should be noted that the only sites where EPA took samples in the aftermath of 
Hurricane Sandy were sites that had contaminated material that may have moved to 
areas where people could be exposed. The EPA sampled mud around three sites with 
contaminated sediment (Gowanus Canal in Brooklyn, Newtown Creek on the 
Brooklyn/Queens border, and the Passaic River Superfundsite). This sampling was to 
determine if heavily contaminated sediments from these sites moved into residential 
areas (they had not). A fourth site, Raritan Bay Slag, was sampled to determine if lead 
contaminated sand had shifted into playground and other accessible areas (some



shifting had occurred). EPA received supplemental funds (Public Law 113-2') to address 
the additional damage from the Raritan Bay Slag site following Hurricane Sandy. 

c. Will EPA post all monitoring and sampling results at those sites online for the 
public to see just as EPA did after Hurricane Sandy in 2012? 

Response: Yes, where sampling data are available. Because none' of the sites in USVI and 
Puerto Rico were damaged in a way that could spread contamination, sampling at these 
sites was not needed. Most sites in the Caribbean are groundwater sites, where surface 
conditions have little or no impact, and many have little or no above-ground equipment. 

The EPA did sample some spigots at the Dorado site, which is detailed below,. The final 
validated data for this testing is available on EPA's Hurricane Maria website 
(www.epa.gov/hurricane-maria).  

2. According to multiple press reports, people accessed wells at the Dorado Superfund 
site for drinking water i 'n the aftermath at the story. Did EPA take any steps prior to 
Hurricanes Irma and Maria to ensure that the Dorado Superfund site was secure and 
that no one would be able to access these wells for drinking water? 

Response: Residents did not access contaminated wells at the Dorado site. It is 
impossible to access water from the contaminated wells at the site because the pumps 
are disconnected. The contaminated wells were within locked, fenced enclosures, with 
posted warning signs instructing people not to enter the enclosures. There were no 
necessary additional steps that the EPA needed to take prior to the hurricanes. 

Co-located with the contaminated wells are spigots that can deliver water from the 
PRASA public distribution system. These spigots are not connected to the contaminated 
wells themselves. After Hurricane Maria, some residents entered the enclosures and 
drew water from these spigots. Some of the fen'cing and warning signs were damaged. 
EPA promptly repaired the fences and re-posted the signs. Additionally, EPA tested the 
water from the spigots to confirm that the water was from the PRASA public water 
itself, which is subject to regular testing and oversight from the Puerto Rico Department 
of Health. 

3. What has EPA done to ensure that wells at the Dorado Superfund site aren't used for 
drinking water in the future? For example, has EPA capped/disabled those wells that 
were being accessed for drinking water after Hurricane Maria after EPA became aware 
of their use? Why didn't EPA take those steps prior to the arrival of Hurricanes Irma 
and Maria?	, 

Response: Initial reports of people drawing water from contaminated wells'at the 
Dorado site were incorrect. The pumps in the contaminated wells have been disabled 
for some time, and water cannot be drawn from these wells.



There are a number of wells on the Dorado site, including two wells (Nevarez and Santa 
Rosa) used by PRASA intermittently to provide drinking water. These two wells have 
historically metdrinking water standrds and they are tested regularly by PRASA and 
the Puerto Rico Department of Health. These wells did not show TCE or PCE 
contamination above drinking water standards when EPA tested in 2015 as part of its 
effort to place the site on the Superfund list. Regular testing by Puerto Rico Department 
of Health and. PRASA has not shown levels above drinking water standards since that 
time. These wells are included in the Dorado site as a precaution as we examine the 
nature and extent of the contaminated groundwater within the designated geographic 
area. 

When EPA received reports that people might be drinking from the contaminated wells 
at the Dorado site, we immediately investigated. There was understandable confusion 
when people obtained drinking water from spigots near some of the contaminated 
wells. These spigots are distinct from the wells themselves, and do not draw water from 
those wells. They instead draw water from a treated water system. However, to be 
absolutely certain, the EPA took samples from these spigots, as well as from the spigots 
at the two wells used intermittently by PRASA to provide water. These samples are 
being analyzed and compared to Safe Drinking Water Act standards for about 90 
contaminants. 

In the, interim, EPA worked with FEMA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide 
bottled water from water tankers to meet local demandlor potable water. Some of the 
validated data is in and the results so far show that water from the spigots meets 
drinking water standards for microbial contaminants and volatile organic compounds, 
including the two main contaminants of concern at the Dorado site - TCE and PCE. The 
EPA has set standards for TCE and PCE, along with many other contaminants, which are 
applied to drinking water systems across the U.S. The validated results for VOCs and 
microbial contaminants are available on EPA's Hurricane Maria website. Further 
validated data for the rest of the suite of drinking water contaminants is expected in 
mid-December. EPA will post that data to its website. 

Water and Wastewater 

1. Your prepared testimony noted that EPA had assessed more than 5,000 drinking water 
systems and nearly 1,200 wastewater systems in response to Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, 
and Maria. 

a. Does EPA plan to make the results of these assessments publicly available 
online?	 .



Response: The EPA established websites for all three hurricane responses (links to each 
are found on EPA'home page) which include information about theagency's response 
efforts, including drinking water and wastewater, as well as news releases which have 
provided regular updates for the public. 

In terms of the agency's response to Hurricane Maria, the number of operating drinking 
water and wastewater systems has fluctuated, particularly due to power outages. The 
water quality test results EPA has are from tests that EPA has independently conducted 
separate from the testing conducted by the Puerto Rico Department of Health at the 
Dorado Superfund site. EPA also has been conducting drinking water system sampling 
on behalf of the U.S. Virgin Islands Department of Health. EPA's drinking water sampling 
in the USVI is to determine if a system has microbial contamination and should be 
disinfected. Contaminated systemsare being addressed immediately. The data from th 
USVI is field data and it is not validated lab data that is typically posted. The validated 
data to date from the Dorado site is posted on-the Hurricane Maria response website 
(www.epa.gov/hurricane-maria).  

In the U.S. Virgin Islands, all eight wastewater treatment plants were operational as of 
November 30, 2017. Of the 30 wastewater pump stations, two are not operational. In 
the USVI, many people obtain 'their drinking water from small cisterns and some 
systems run by the utility use cisterns. As of November 30, 2017, about 90 of the 344 
drinking water systems run by the USVI utility and nine of the 191 systems not run by 
the USVI public utility are out of service. EPA has taken over 1,931samples from 
drinking water system in the USVI to identify possible microbial contamination. Where 
such contamination has been found, the information is provided to the U.S. Virgin 
Islands Department of Health, which follOws up with the systems to ensure that they are 
disinfected. EPA then works with VIDOH to conduct follow up confirmatory sampling. 

In Puerto Rico, as of December 15, 2017, one of the 51 wastewater treatment plants are 
not operational and 76 of the 714 wastewater pump stations are not operational. 
Serious problems remain with pump stations and sewer trunk lines in Puerto Rico. EPA is 
working with the Puerto Rico Aqueduct and Sewer Authority, as well as with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and FEMA to address the issues. 

In Puerto Rico, one of the 115 drinking water plants are out of service as of December 
15, 2017. Most issues are related to lack of primary power and generator failures. 

b. Similarly, the testimony also noted that, in the U.S. Virgin Islands, more than 
700 drinking water samples were taken. Does EPA plan to make the results of 
these assessments publicly available online? 

Response: The EPA has taken well over 1,300 samples of water from drinking water 
systems in the U.S. Virgin Islands, mostly in cistern systems. These samples are tested 
for microbial contamination to determine which systems need to b,e disinfected. These



results are given to the U.S. Virgin Islands Department of Health, and they have been 
following up to ensure that the systems are disinfected. When a problem is identified, it 
is relatively easy to fix using a bleach solution. The samples are analyzed in the field and 
are intended for the USVI government to identify which systems need to be disinfected, 
rather than to assess the quality of the system's drinking water, so they are not included 
with data on the website. 

2. We are concerned about the status of the 59 wastewater treatment facilities on 
Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. In particular, we are concerned that the offline 
wastewater treatment facilities are allowing untreated sewage to contaminate the 
rivers and streams on Puerto Rico, some of which are being used as drinking water 
sources. 

a. Please provide an update on the status of thesesystems. 

Response: In Puerto Rico, as of November 27, 2017, three of 51wastewater treatment 
plants are not operatidnal and about 89 of the 714 pump stations are not operational. 
These-numbers have fluctuated and continue to fluctuate due to power and equipment 
failures. There remain serious problems with pump stations and trunk lines in Puerto 
Rico. The EPA is working with the Puerto Rico Aqueduct and Sewer Authority, the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and FEMA to address the issues. Major repair works have been 
completed for the trunk sewers of the Cayey, Corozal, and Comerio wastewater 
treatment plants, as well as cleanups of drinking water intakes in many facilities-. Where 
there has been a risk of sewage overflows and reports of residents using the surface 
waters for bathing or drinking, EPA has coordinated with the Centers'for Disease Control 
and the Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands Departments of Health to warn- individuals of the 
health risks associated with using surface waters for those purposes. 

b. Is EPA giving priority to restoring those wastewater treatment plants that are 
upstream of drinking water intake systems? 

Response: EPA facilitated the creation of a priority list - which prioritizes wastewater 
treatment system issues, especially pump stations, that could impact drinking water 
intakes. The U.S. Corps of Engineers and FEMA have been working with the Puerto Rico 
government to address these problems. 

c. Given the increasing severity and frequency of these storms caused by climate 
change, is EPA taking any steps to increase the resiliency of these systems to 
ensure that they can remain online during future storm events? 

Response: The Puerto Rico Aqueduct and Sewer Authority, Puerto Rico Environmental 
Quality Board, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have lead responsibility for 
wastewater infrastructure. EPA provides assessment assistance and advice for 
prioritization of repairs. There are restrictions on spending Stafford Act funds to re-build



infrastructure. FEMA generally advises that funding is limited to building back what was 
there before that storm. That said, EPA and federal agencies have historically worked 
together to find ways to introduce resilient approaches in communities using funds 
other than Stafford Act funding. For example, EPA has worked with FEMA and local 
NGOs to get some solar power to run some of the Non-PRASA drinking water systems. 
Funding may also be available for these purposes through the Clean Water and Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds (SRF5) and other EPA grant programs. 

1. Puerto Rico has more than three million residents and the U.S. Virgin Islands has just 
over 100,000 people. However, it is our understanding that as of mid-October there 
were approximately 65 EPA regional personnel on the U.S. Virgin Islands and only 116 
personnel on PuertO Rico. 

'a. Given that the population of Puerto Rico is 30 times the size of the U.S. Virgin 
Islands, how does EPA justify its personnel placement in its post-storm 
response? 

Response: The EPA deploys its resources according to the particular needs of the 
relevant phase of the response, not in proportion to population. As of November 27, 
2017, the EPA had about 125 people in the USVI and about 150 in Puerto Rico. These 
numbers fluctuate depending on the operational needs. The EPA expects to ramp up its 
personnel in both USVI and Puerto Rico as the debris management and household 
hazardous waste missions get into full swing during December. In addition to the staff 
deployed to Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands, the EPA has about 94 staff 
supporting the response from its Regional Emergency Operations Center, which ensures 
that the staff on the ground in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands get what they 
need to support their work and that fresh staff is cycled in to ensure continuity. 

b. Taking into account the severity of the damage that Puerto Rico experienced, 
are there sufficient EPA personnel on the ground to adequately respond to the 
need? 

Response: Yes. The EPA has pulled emergency response staff and other experts from 
every regional office and from our D.C. offices. While the agency has had four major 
responses in the past several months, we have been able to staff up to appropriate 
levels with the support of FEMA and Stafford act funding. EPA's work is in concert with 
other agencies, such as the local government agencies, the U.S. Coast Guard, US Army 
Corps of Engineers and of course FEMA. EPA staff attend to specific missions and may 
not be reflective of collective federal agency engagement for storm response.
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